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MR. KEAN: (Sounds gavel.) Good norning. As chair of the
Nat i onal Conmi ssion on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States,
| hereby convene this hearing. This is a continuation of the
Conmi ssion's previous hearings on the fornulati on and conduct of
U.S. counterterrorismpolicy. The record of that hearing, by the
way, including staff statenents, is available on our website,
www. 9- 11conm ssi on. gov.

W will hear fromonly one witness this norning, the
di stinguished Dr. Rice, Condoleezza R ce, assistant to the
President for national security affairs.

Dr. Rice, we bid you a nost cordial welcone to the
Conmmi ssi on.

But before | call on Dr. Rice, | wuld like to turn to our
vice chair for brief opening remarks.

MR. HAM LTON: Good nor ni ng.

Good norning, Dr. Rice. W're very pleased to have you with
us this norning.

M. Chairman, | appreciate the opportunity to make a
statenment. | will be very brief. The purpose of our hearing this
nmorning i s very straightforward. W want to get information and
we wanted to get it out into the public record.

If we are going to fulfill our mandate, a conprehensive and
sweepi ng mandate, then we will have to provide a full and
conpl ete accounting of the events of 9/11, and that neans that
we are going to ask sone searching and difficult questions.

Qur purpose is not to enbarrass, it is not to put any wtness
on the spot. Qur purpose is to understand and to inform
Questions do not represent opinions. Qur views will follow |later
after reflection on answers. W want to be thorough this



norni ng, and as you will see in a few mnutes, the Conm ssioners
wi |l show that they have nmastered their briefs. But we al so want
to be fair.

Most of us on this conmm ssion have been in the policynmaking
world at sonme tine in our careers. Policymakers face terrible
dilenmas. Information is inconplete, the inbox is huge,
resources are limted. There are only so many hours in the day.
The choi ces are tough and none is tougher than deciding what is
a priority and what is not.

W will want to explore with Dr. Rice, as we have with ot her
W tnesses, the choices that were made.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

MR. KEAN: Thank you

Dr. Rice, would you please rise and rai se your right hand? Do
you swear or affirmto tell the truth, the whole truth and
not hi ng but the truth?

M5. RICE: | do.

MR. KEAN. Thank you. | understand, Dr. Rice, that you have an
openi ng statenent. Your prepared statenent, of course, wll be
entered into the record in full, and we | ook forward to -- if
it's a summary of your statenent, that's fine. Dr. Rice.

M5. RICE: Thank you very nuch, M. Chairnan

| thank the Comm ssion for arranging this special session. |
thank you for helping us to find a way to neet the nation's need
to learn all that we can about the Septenber 11th attacks, while
preserving inportant constitutional principles.

The Conm ssion and those who appear before it have a vital
charge. W owe it to those that we lost -- and to their |oved
ones and to our country -- to learn all we can about that tragic
day and the events that led to it. Many of the famlies of the
victins are here today, and | want to thank them for their
contributions to this conm ssion's work.

The terrorist threat to our nation did not energe on
Sept enber 11th, 2001. Long before that day, radical, freedom
hating terrorists declared war on Anerica and on the civilized
worl d. The attack on the Marine barracks in Lebanon in 1983, the



hi jacking of the Achille Lauro in 1985, the rise of al Qaeda and
t he bonmbing of the Wrld Trade Center in 1993, the attacks on
American installations in Saudi Arabia in 1995 and 1996, the
East Africa enbassy bonmbi ngs of 1998, the attack on the U S S.
Cole in 2000 -- these and other atrocities were part of a
sust ai ned, systematic canpai gn to spread devastation and chaos,
and to nmurder innocent Americans.

The terrorists were at war with us, but we were not yet at
war with them For nore than 20 years the terrorist threat
gat hered, and Anerica's response across several adm nistrations
of both parties was insufficient. Hi storically, denocratic
soci eties have been slow to react to gathering threats, tending
instead to wait to confront threats until they are too dangerous
toignore or until it is too |ate.

Despite the sinking of the Lusitania in 1915 and conti nued
German harassnment of Anerican shipping, the United States did
not enter the First World War until two years |later. Despite
Nazi Cermany's repeated violations of the Versailles Treaty and
provocations throughout the m d-1930s, the Western denocracies
did not take action until 1939. The U. S. governnent did not act
agai nst the growing threat fromlnperial Japan until the threat
becane all too evident at Pearl Harbor. And, tragically, for al
t he | anguage of war spoken before Septenber 11th, this country
sinply was not on a war footing.

Since then, Anerica has been at war, and under President
Bush's | eadership we will remain at war until the terrorist
threat to our nation is ended. The world has changed so nuch
that it is hard to renmenber what our |lives were |ike before that
day. But | do want to descri be sone of the actions that were
taken by the Adm nistration prior to Septenber 11th.

After President Bush was el ected we were briefed by the
Clinton adm nistration on many national security issues during
the transition. The President-elect and | were briefed by George
Tenet on terrorismand on the al Qaeda network. Menbers of Sandy
Berger's NSC staff briefed nme, along with other nenbers of the
nati onal security team on counterterrorismand al Qaeda.

This briefing lasted for about an hour, and it reviewed the
Clinton adm nistration's counterterrori sm approach and the
various counterterrorismactivities then under way. Sandy and I
personal | y discussed a variety of other topics, including North
Korea, Iraq, the Mddle East and the Bal kans.



Because of these briefings and because we had wat ched the
rise of al Qaeda over many years, we understood that the network
posed a serious threat to the United States. W wanted to ensure
that there was no respite in the fight against al Qaeda. On an
operational level, therefore, we decided imediately to conti nue
to pursue the Cdinton adm nistration's covert action authorities
and other efforts to fight the network. President Bush retained
Ceorge Tenet as director of Central Intelligence, and Louis

Freeh remained the director of the FBI. | took the unusual step
of retaining Dick Carke and the entire dinton admnistration's
counterterrorismteamon the NSC staff. | knew Dick O arke to be

an expert in his field, as well as an experienced crisis

manager. Qur goal was to ensure continuity of operations while
we devel oped new poli ci es.

At the beginning of the Admi nistration, President Bush
revived the practice of neeting wwth the director of Central
Intelligence al nost every day in the Oval Ofice, neetings which
| attended along with the Vice President and the chief of staff.
At these neetings, the President received up-to-date
intelligence and asked questions of his nobst senior intelligence
of ficials.

From January 20t h through Septenber 10th, the President
received at these daily neetings nore than 40 briefing itens on
al Qaeda, and 13 of those were in response to questions he or
his top advisers posed. In addition to seeing DCI Tenet al nost
every norning, | generally spoke by tel ephone to coordinate
policy at 7:15 with Secretary -- Secretaries Powel| and Runsfeld
on a variety of topics. And | also net and spoke regularly with
the DCl about al Qaeda and terrorism

O course, we did have other responsibilities. President Bush
had set a broad foreign policy agenda. W were deternmned to
confront the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. W
were inproving America's relations with the world' s great
powers. W had to change an Iraq policy that was naking no
progress against a hostile regine which regularly shot at U S
pl anes enforcing U N Security Council resolutions. And we had
to deal with the occasional crisis; for instance, when the crew
of a Navy plane was detained in China for 11 days.

We al so noved to devel op a new and conprehensive strategy to
try and elimnate the al Qaeda network. President Bush
understood the threat, and he understood its inportance. He nade
clear to us that he did not want to respond to al Qaeda one
attack at a time. He told ne he was "tired of swatting flies."



This new strategy was devel oped over the spring and sunmer of
2001, and was approved by the President's senior national
security officials on Septenber 4th.

It was the very first major national security policy
directive of the Bush admnistration -- not Russia, not mssile
defense, not Iraqgq, but the elimnation of al Qaeda.

Al though this National Security Presidential Directive was
originally a highly classified docunent, we arranged for
portions to be declassified to help the Commssion in its work,
and | will describe sone of it today.

The strategy set as a goal the elimnation of the al Qaeda
network and threat and ordered the | eadership of relevant U S.
departnents and agencies to nake the elimnation of al Qaeda a
high priority and to use all aspects of our national power --
intelligence, financial, diplomatic and mlitary -- to neet that
goal. And it gave Cabi net secretaries and departnment heads
specific responsibilities. For instance, it directed the
secretary of State to work with other countries to end al
sanctuaries given to al Qaeda.

It directed the secretaries of the Treasury and State to work
with foreign governnents to seize or freeze assets and hol di ngs
of al Qaeda and its benefactors.

It directed the director of Central Intelligence to prepare
an aggressive programof covert activities to disrupt al Qaeda
and provi de assistance to anti-Taliban groups operating in
Af ghani st an.

It tasked the director of OMB with ensuring that sufficient
funds were available in the budgets over the next five years to
nmeet the goals laid out in the strategy.

And it directed the Secretary of Defense to, and | quote,
"ensure that contingency planning processes include plans
agai nst al Qaeda and associated terrorist facilities in
Af ghani st an, including | eadership, comrand-control and
communi cations, training and |logistics facilities; and agai nst
Tal i ban targets in Afghani stan, including | eadership, command-
control, air and air defense, ground forces, and |ogistics; and
to elimnate weapons of nass destruction which al Qaeda and
associ ated terrorist groups may acquire or nmanufacture,
i ncl udi ng those stored in underground bunkers."”



This was a change fromthe prior strategy -- Presidenti al
Decision Directive 62, signed in 1998 -- which ordered the
secretary of Defense to provide transportation to bring
individual terrorists to the U S. for trial, to protect DOD
forces overseas, and to be prepared to respond to terrorist and
weapons of mass destruction incidents.

More inportantly, we recognized that no counterterrorism
strategy could succeed in isolation. As you know fromthe
Paki st an and Af ghani stan strategy docunents that we have nade
avai l abl e to the Conm ssion, our counterterrorismstrategy was a
part of a broader package of strategies that addressed the
conplexities of the region. Integrating our counterterrori sm and
regional strategies was the nost difficult and the nost
i nportant aspect of the new strategy to get right. Al Qaeda was
both a client of and a patron to the Taliban, which in turn was
supported by Paki stan. Those rel ati onships provided al Qaeda
with a powerful unbrella of protection, and we had to sever
that. This was not easy.

Not that we hadn't tried. Wthin a nonth of taking office,
Presi dent Bush sent a strong, private nessage to President
Musharraf urging himto use his influence with the Taliban to
bring bin Laden to justice and to close down al Qaeda training
canps. Secretary Powell actively urged the Pakistanis, including
Musharraf hinself, to abandon support for the Taliban. |

remenber well neeting with the Pakistani foreign mnister -- and
| think | referred to this neeting in nmy private neeting with
you -- in ny office in June of 2001. And | delivered what |

considered to be a very tough nessage. He net that nessage with
a rote answer and with an expressionl ess response.

Anmerica's al Qaeda policy wasn't working because our
Af ghani stan policy wasn't working. And our Afghani stan policy
wasn't wor ki ng because our Pakistan policy wasn't working. W
recogni zed that America's counterterrorismpolicy had to be
connected to our regional strategies and to our overall foreign

policy.

To address these problens, | had to make sure that key
regi onal experts were involved, not just counterterrorism
experts. | brought in Zalmay Khalil zad, an expert on Afghani stan

who, as a senior diplomat in the 1980s, had worked closely with
t he Af ghan Mij aheddi n, helping themto turn back the Sovi et
invasion. | also ensured the participation of the NSC experts on
South Asia, as well as the secretary of State and his regiona
speci alists. Together, we devel oped a new strategic approach to



Af ghani stan. Instead of the intense focus on the Northern

Al l iance, we enphasized the inportance of the south, the social
and political heartland of the country. Qur new approach to
Paki st an conbi ned the use of carrots and sticks to persuade
Paki stan to drop its support for the Taliban. And we began to
change our approach to India to preserve stability on the

conti nent.

VWiile we were developing this new strategy to deal with a
Qaeda, we al so nade decisions on a nunber of specific anti-al
Qaeda initiatives that had been proposed by Dick Clarke to nme in
an early menorandum after we had taken office. Many of these
i deas had been deferred by the | ast adm nistration, and sone had
been on the table since 1998. W increased counterterrorism
assi stance to Uzbeki stan, we bol stered the Treasury Departnent's
activities to track and seize terrorist assets, we increased
funding for counterterrorismactivities across several agencies,
and we noved to arm Predator unmanned surveillance vehicles for
action agai nst al Qaeda.

When threat reporting increased during the Spring and Summer
of 2001, we noved the U S. Governnent at all levels to a high
state of alert and activity. Let ne clear up any confusi on about
the relationship between the devel opnent of our new strategy and
the many actions we took to respond to threats of the summer.
Pol i cy devel opnent and crisis managenent require different
approaches. Throughout this period, we did both simultaneously.

For the essential crisis managenent task, we depended on the
Counterterrorism Security G oup, chaired by Dick Carke, to be
the i nteragency nerve center. The CSG consi sted of senior
counterterrorismexperts from Cl A, the FBlI; the Departnent of
Justice; the Defense Departnent, including the Joint Chiefs of
Staff; the State Departnent; and the Secret Service. The CSG had
met regularly for many years, and its nenbers had worked through
numer ous periods of heightened threat activity. As threat
information increased, the CSG net nore frequently, sonetines
daily, to review and anal yze the threat reporting and to
coordi nate actions in response. CSG nenbers al so had ready
access to their Cabinet secretaries and could raise any concerns
that they had at the highest |evels.

The threat reporting that we received in the spring and
sumer of 2001 was not specific as to tine, nor place nor nanner
of attack. Alnost all of the reports focused on al Qaeda
activities outside the United States, especially in the Mddle
East and in North Africa. In fact, the information that was



specific enough to be actionable referred to terrorist
operati ons overseas. Mt often, though, the threat reporting
was frustratingly vague.

Let nme read you sone of the actual chatter that was picked up
in that spring and sunmmer:

"Unbel i evabl e news com ng in weeks," said one.
"Big event ... there wll be a very, very, very, very big
uproar."” "There will be attacks in the near future.”

Troubling, yes. But they don't tell us when; they don't tel
us where; they don't tell us who; and they don't tell us how.

In this context, | want to address in sone detail one of the
briefing itenms that we receive, since its content has been
frequently m scharacteri zed.

On August 6, 2001, the President's intelligence briefing
i ncluded a response to questions that he had earlier raised
about any al Qaeda intentions to strike our honeland. The
briefing teamreviewed past intelligence reporting, nostly
dating fromthe 1990s, regarding possible al Qaeda plans to
attack inside the United States. It referred to uncorroborated
reporting that -- from 1998 -- that a terrorist mght attenpt to
hijack a U S. aircraft in an attenpt to blackmail the governnent
into releasing U.S.-held terrorists who had participated in the
1993 Wirld Trade Center bonbing. This briefing itemwas not
pronpted by any specific threat information and it did not raise
the possibility that terrorists mght use airplanes as mssiles.

Despite the fact that the vast majority of threat infornation
we received was focused overseas, | was concerned about possible
threats inside the United States. And on July 5th, Chief of
Staff Andy Card and | met with Dick Clarke and | asked Dick to
nmake sure that domestic agencies were aware of the hei ghtened
threat period and were taking appropriate steps to respond, even
t hough we did not have specific threats to the honel and. Later
t hat sanme day, C arke convened a special neeting of his CSG as
well as representatives fromthe FAA the INS, Custons and the
Coast CGuard. At that neeting these agencies were asked to take
addi ti onal nmeasures to increase security and surveillance.

Thr oughout the period of heightened threat information, we
wor ked hard on nultiple fronts to detect, protect against and
di srupt any terrorist plans or operations that mght |ead to an



attack. For instance, the Departnent of Defense issued at | east
five urgent warnings to U S. mlitary forces that al Qaeda m ght
be planning a near-termattack, and placed our mlitary forces
in certain regions on heightened alert. The State Departnent

i ssued at |east four urgent security advisories and public
wor | dwi de cautions on terrorist threats, enhanced security
nmeasures at certain enbassies, and warned the Taliban that they
woul d be hel d responsible for any al Qaeda attack on U S.

i nterests.

The FBI issued at |east three nati onw de warnings to federal,
state and (sic) | aw enforcenent agencies, and specifically
stated that although the vast majority of the information
i ndi cated overseas targets, attacks against the honel and coul d
not be ruled out. The FBI tasked all 56 of its U S field
of fices to increase surveillance of known suspected terrorists
and to reach out to known informants who m ght have information
on terrorist activities.

The FAA issued at least five civil aviation security
information circulars to all U S. airlines and airport security
personnel , including specific warnings about the possibility of
hi j acki ngs; the Cl A worked round the clock to disrupt threats
wor | dw de; agency officials |aunched a w de-rangi ng disruption
effort against al Qaeda in nore than 20 countries; and during
this period, the Vice President, the director, Director Tenet,
and nmenbers of ny staff called senior foreign officials
requesting that they increase their intelligence assistance and
report to us any relevant threat informtion.

This is a brief sanple of our intense activity in the high-
threat period of the summer of 2001.

Yet, as your hearings have shown, there was no silver bull et
that could have prevented the 9/11 attacks. In hindsight, if
anyt hi ng m ght have hel ped stop 9/11, it would have been better
i nformation about threats inside the United States, sonething
made very difficult by structural and | egal inpedinents that
prevented the collection and sharing of information by our |aw
enforcenent and intelligence agencies.

So the attacks cane. A band of vicious terrorists tried to
decapi tate our governnment, destroy our financial system and
break the spirit of Anerica. And as an officer of governnment on
duty that day, | will never forget the sorrow and the anger
felt. Nor will | forget the courage and resilience of the
American people, nor the | eadership of the President that day.



Now, we have an opportunity and an obligation to nove forward
together. Bold and conprehensi ve changes are sonewhat --
sonetinmes only possible in the wake of catastrophic events,
events which create a new consensus that allows us to transcend
old ways of thinking and acting. And just as World War Il led to
a fundanental reorganization of our national defense structure
and to the creation of the National Security Council, so has
Sept enber 11th rmade possi bl e sweepi ng changes in the ways we
protect our honel and.

President Bush is leading the country during this tine of
crisis and change. He has unified and stream ined our efforts to
secure the American honel and by creating the Departnent of
Honel and Security, established a new center to integrate and
anal yze threat information -- terrorist threat information
directed the transformati on of the FBI into an agency dedi cated
to fighting terror, broken down the bureaucratic walls and | egal
barriers that prevent the sharing of vital threat information
bet ween our donestic | aw enforcenment and foreign intelligence
agencies, and, working wth the Congress, given officials new
tools, such as the PATRIOT Act, to find and stop terrorists.

And he has done this in a way that is consistent with
protecting Anerica' s cherished civil liberties and with
preserving our character as a free and open society.

But the President recognizes that our work is far from

conplete. Modre structural reformw | |ikely be necessary. CQur
intelligence gathering and anal ysis have inproved dramatically
in the last two years, but they nmust be stronger still. The

President and all of us in his Adm nistration wel conme new i deas
and fresh thinking. W are eager to do whatever it is that wll
help to protect the American people. And we | ook forward to
receiving this comm ssion's recomrendati ons.

We are at war and our security as a nation depends on w nning
that war. W nust, and we will, do everything we can to harden
terrorist targets within the United States. Dedicated | aw
enforcenment and security professionals continue to risk their
lives every day to nake us all safer, and we owe them a debt of
gratitude. And let's renenber that those charged with protecting
us fromattack have to be right 100 percent of the tine. To
inflict devastation on a nassive scale, the terrorists only have
to succeed once, and we know that they are trying every day.

That is why we nust address the source of the problem W
must stay on the offensive, to find and defeat the terrorists
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wherever they live, hide, and plot around the world. If we
| earned anything from Septenber 11th, it is that we cannot wai't
whi | e dangers gat her

After the Septenber 11th attacks, our nation faced hard
choi ces.

W could fight a narrow war agai nst al Qaeda and the Tali ban,
or we could fight a broad war agai nst a gl obal nenace. W coul d
seek a narrow victory, or we could work for a |asting peace and
a better world.

Presi dent Bush has chosen the bol der course. He recognizes
that the war on terror is a broad war. Under his |eadership, the
United States and our allies are disrupting terrorist
operations, cutting off their funding, and hunting down
terrorists, one by one. Their world is getting smaller. The
terrorists have |ost a home base and training canps in
Af ghani stan. The governnents of Pakistan and Saudi Arabia now
pursue themw th energy and force.

We are confronting the nexus between terror and weapons of
mass destruction. W are working to stop the spread of deadly
weapons and to prevent themfromgetting into the hands of
terrorists, seizing dangerous materials in transit, where

necessary. Because we acted in Iraq, Saddam Hussein will never
agai n use weapons of nmass destruction against his people or his
nei ghbors. And we have convinced Libya to give up all its

weapons of mass destruction-related prograns and materi al s.

And as we attack the threat at its source, we are al so
addressing its roots. Thanks to the bravery and skill of our nen
and worren in uniform we have renoved from power two of the
worl d's nost brutal reginmes, sources of violence and fear and
instability in the world' s nobst dangerous region. Today, along
with many allies, we are hel ping the people of Iraq and
Af ghanistan to build free societies. And we are working with the
peopl e of the Mddle East to spread the blessings of |iberty and
denocracy as the alternatives to instability and hatred and
terror.

This work is hard, and it is dangerous, yet it is worthy of
our effort and sacrifice. The defeat of terror and the success
of freedomin those nations will serve the interests of our
nation and inspire hope and encourage reformthroughout the
greater M ddl e East.

11



In the aftermath of Septenber the 11th, those were the right
choices for Arerica to nmake, the only choices that can ensure
the safety of our nation for decades to cone.

Thank you very nmuch, and now |'m happy to take your
guestions.

MR. KEAN. Thank you very nuch, Dr. Rice. W appreciate your
statenent, your attendance and your service.

| have a couple of questions. As we understand it, when you
first cane into office, you' d just been through a very difficult
canpaign. In that canpaign neither the President nor his
opponent, to the best of ny know edge, ever nentioned al Qaeda.
There had been al nbst no congressi onal action or hearings about
al Qaeda; very little bit in the newspapers. And yet you walk in
and Dick Clarke is tal king about al Qaeda should be our nunber

one priority, Sandy Berger tells you you' |l be spending nore
time on that than anything el se. Wiat did you think, and what
did you tell the President as you hit that kind of, | suppose,

new i nformation for you.

M5. RRCE Well, in fact, M. Chairman, it was not new
information. | think we all knew about the 1998 bonbi ngs. W
knew t hat there was specul ation that the 2000 Col e attack was al
Qaeda. There had been, | think, docunentaries about Osanma bin
Laden. | nyself had witten for an introduction to a volune on
bioterrorismdone at Stanford that | thought that we wanted not
to wake up one day and find that Osama bin Laden had succeeded
on our soil. It was on the radar screen of any person who
studied or worked in the international security field.

But there's no doubt that | think the briefing by D ck
Clarke, the earlier briefing during the transition by Director
Tenet and, of course, what we tal ked with about (sic) Sandy
Berger gave you a hei ghtened sense of the problem and a sense
that this was sonmething that the United States had to deal with

| have to say that of course there were other priorities, and
indeed, in the briefings with the Cinton adm nistration they
enphasi zed other priorities -- North Korea, the Mddl e East, the
Bal kans.

One doesn't have the luxury of dealing only with one issue if
you are the United States of Anmerica. There are many urgent and
i nportant issues.
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But we all had a strong sense that this was a very crucia
i ssue. The question was, what do you then do about it? And the
deci sion that we nade was to, first of all, have no drop off in
what the dinton adm nistration was doi ng because clearly they
had done a lot of work to deal with this very inportant
priority. And so we kept the counterterrorismteamon board. W
knew t hat CGeorge Tenet was there. We had the confort of know ng
that Louis Freeh was there. And then we set out -- | talked to
Dick Carke alnost imediately after his -- or | should say
shortly after his meno to nme saying that al Qaeda was a nmj or
threat. We set out to try and craft a better strategy, but we
were quite cognizant of this group, of the fact that sonething
had to be done.

| do think early on in these discussions we asked a | ot of
guesti ons about whether Osama bin Laden hinself ought to be so
much the target of interest or whether -- what was that going to
do to the organization if, in fact, he was put out of
comm ssion. And | remenber very well the director saying to
Presi dent Bush, well, it would help but it would not stop
attacks by al Qaeda nor destroy the network.

MR. KEAN. |'ve got a question now l'd like to ask you. It was
given nme by a nunber of nenbers of the famlies. D d you ever
see or hear fromthe FBI, fromthe CIA from any other
intelligence agency any nemos or di scussions or anything el se
between the tine you got into office and 9/11 that tal ked about
usi ng pl anes as bonbs?

M5. RICE: Let ne address this question because it has been on
the table. |I think that concern about what | m ght have known or

we m ght have known was provoked by sonme statenents that | nade
in a press conference.

| was in a press conference to try and descri be the August
6t h nmeno, which |I've tal ked about here in ny opening remarks and
which | tal ked about with you in the private session. And | said
at one point that this was a historical neno, that it was not
based on new threat information, and | said no one could have
i mgi ned themtaking a plane, slammng it into the Pentagon --
| "' m paraphrasing now -- into the Wrld Trade Center, using
pl anes as a mssile.

As | said to you in the private session, | probably should
have said "I" could not have inagi ned, because within two days,
people started to cone to ne and say, "Ch, but there were these
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reports in 1998 and 1999, the intelligence community did | ook at
i nformati on about this."

To the best of my know edge, M. Chairnman, this kind of
anal ysi s about the use of airplanes as weapons actually was
never briefed to us. | cannot tell you that there m ght not have
been a report here or a report there that reached sonebody in
our m dst.

Part of the problemis -- | think Sandy Berger nmade this
poi nt when he was asked the same question -- that you have
t housands of pieces of information, car bonbs and this method
and that nmethod, and you have to depend to a certain degree on
the intelligence agencies to sort, to tell you what is actually
-- is actually relevant, what is actually based on sound
sources, what is speculative. And | can only assune or believe
that perhaps the intelligence agencies thought that the sourcing
was specul ati ve.

Al that | can tell you is that it was not in the August 6th
meno, using planes as a weapon, and | do not renenber any
reports to us, a kind of strategic warning that planes m ght be
used as a weapon. In fact, there were sone reports done in '98
and '99. | think I was -- | was certainly not aware of them at
the time that | spoke.

MR. KEAN:. You didn't see any nmenps to you or any docunents to
you?

M5. RICE: No. No, | did not.

MR. KEAN:. Sone Anmericans have wondered whet her you or the
President worried too nmuch about Iraq in the days after the 9/11
attack and perhaps not enough about the fight ahead agai nst al

Qaeda.

We know that at the Canp David neeting on the weekend of
Sept enber 15th and 16th the President rejected the idea of
i edi ate action against Irag. OQthers have told that the
Presi dent deci ded Afghani stan had to cone first. W al so know
that even after those Canp David neetings, the Adm nistration
was still readying plans for possible action against Irag.

So can you hel p us understand where, in those early days
after 9/11, the Admnistration placed Iraqg in the strategy for
responding to the attack?
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M5. RICE: Certainly. Let nme start with the period in which
you're trying to figure out who did this to you. And | think
gi ven our exceedingly hostile relationship with Iraq at the tine

-- this was, after all, a place that had tried to assassi nate an
Anmerican president, was still shooting at our planes in the no-
fly zone -- it was a reasonabl e question to ask, whether indeed

I rag m ght have been behind this.

| remenber |ater on, in a conversation with Prime M nister
Blair, President Bush also said that he wondered could it have
been Iran, because the attack was so sophisticated. Was this
really just a network that had done this?

Wen we got to Canp David -- and let nme just be very clear.
In the days between Septenber 11th and getting to Canp David, |
was with the President a lot. | know what was on his mnd. Wat
was on his mnd was followon attacks, trying to reassure the
Aneri can people. He virtually badgered poor Larry Lindsey about
when could we get Wall Street back up and running, because he
didn't want themto have succeeded agai nst our financial system
We were concerned about air security, and he worked very hard on
trying to get particular Reagan reopened. So there was a | ot on
our m nds.

But by the tine that we got to Canp David and began to plan
for what we would do in response, what was rolled out on the
tabl e was Afghani stan, a map of Afghanistan. And | will tell you
that was a daunting enough task -- to figure howto avoid sone
of the pitfalls that great powers had had i n Afghanistan, nost
recently the Soviet Union and of course the British before that.

There was a discussion of Irag. | think it was raised by Don
Runsfeld. It was pressed a bit by Paul Wlfowitz. G ven that
this was a global war on terror, should we | ook not just at
Af ghani st an, but should we | ook at doi ng sonet hi ng agai nst Iraq?
There was a di scussion of that.

The President listened to all of his advisers. | can tell you
t hat when he went around the table and asked his advi sers what
the -- what he should do, not a single one of his principal

advi sers advi sed doi ng anything against Iraqg; it was all to do
Af ghani st an.

When | got back to the Wiite House with the President, he
laid out for nme what he wanted to do. And one of the points,
after a long list of things about Afghanistan, a long |ist of
t hi ngs about protecting the honmel and, the President said that he
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want ed conti ngency plans against lraq, should Iraq act agai nst
our interests. There was a kind of concern that they mght try
and take advantage of us in that period. They were still -- we
were still flying no-fly zones. And there was also -- he said in
case we find that they were behind 9/11, we should have
contingency pl ans.

But this was not along the lines of what |ater was di scussed
about Iragq, which was howto deal with Irag on a grand scal e.
This was really about -- and we went to planni ng Af ghani stan.
You can | ook at what we did; fromthat tinme on, this was about
Af ghani st an.

MR. KEAN. So when M. Clarke wites that the President pushed
himto find a |ink between Iraq and the attack, is that right,
or was the President trying to twst the facts for an lraqi war,
or was he just puzzled by what was behind this attack?

M5. RICE: | don't renenber the discussion that D ck C arke
relates. Initially he said that the President was wandering the
Situation Room-- this is in the book, | gather -- |ooking for
sonething to do, and they had a conversation. Later on he said
that he was pulled aside. So I don't know the context of the
di scussion. | don't personally renenber it. But it's not
surprising that the President would say "Wat about Irag?" given
our hostile relationship with Irag. And I'mquite certain that
t he President never pushed anybody to tw st the facts.

Thank you.
Congressman Ham | t on

MR. HAM LTON:. Thank you, M. Chairmnan.

Dr. Rice, you' ve given us a very strong statenment with regard
to the actions taken by the Administration in this pre-9/11
period, and we appreciate that very nmuch for the record.

| want to call to your attention sonme conments and sone
events on the other side of that question and give you an
opportunity to respond. You know very well that the Conm ssion
is focusing on this whole question of what priority did the
Clinton adm nistration and the Bush adm nistration give to
terrorism

The President told Bob Whodward that he did not feel that
"sense of urgency.” | think that's a quote from his book or
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roughly a quote from Wodward' s book. The deputy director for
Central Intelligence, M. MLaughlin, told us that he was
concerned about the pace of policynmaking in the sumer of 2001,
given the urgency of the threat. The deputy secretary of State,
M. Armtage, was here and expressed his concerns about the
speed of the process. And if | recall his comment, it is "W
weren't going fast enough.” | think that's a direct quote.

There was no response to the Cole attack in the dinton
adm ni stration and none in the Bush adm nistration. Your public
statenments focused largely on China and Russia and nmissile
defense. You did nake coments on terrorism but they were
connected -- the link between terrorismand the rogue regi nes
like North Korea and Iran and Iraq. And by our count here, there
were sone 100 neetings by the national security principals
before the first nmeeting was held on terrorism Septenber 4. And
General Shelton, who was chairman of the Joint Chiefs, said that
terrori smhad been pushed farther to the back burner.

Now, this is what we're trying to assess. W have your
statenments, we have these other statenents. And | know, as |
i ndi cated in ny opening coments, how difficult the role of the
pol i cymaker is and how nmany things press upon you. But | did
want to give you an opportunity to conment on sone of these
ot her matters.

M5. RICE: Thank you very nmuch, M. Chairnman.

Let me begin with the Wodward quote, because that has gotten
a lot of press. And | actually think that the quote put in
context gives a very different picture.

The question that the President was asked by M. Wodward
was: Did you want to have bin Laden killed before Septenber
11t h? That was the questi on.

The President said: Well, | hadn't seen a plan to do that. |
knew t hat we needed to, | think the appropriate word is, bring
it to-- bring himto justice. And of course, this is sonething
of a trick question, in that notion of self-defense, which is
appropriate for -- | think you can see here a president
struggling with whether he ought to be tal king about pre-9/11
attenpts to kill bin Laden. And so that is the context for this
quot e.

And quite frankly, | remenber the director sitting here and
saying he didn't want to talk about authorities on
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assassination. | think you can understand the disconfort of the
Presi dent .

The President goes on, when Bob Wodward says, "Well, | don't
mean it as a trick question, I"mjust trying to get your state
of mnd," the President says: Let ne put it this way. | was not
-- there was a significant difference in nmy attitude after
Sept enber 11th -- | was not on point, but I knew he was a nenace
and | knew he was a problem | knew he was responsible, we felt
he was responsi ble for bonmbings that had killed Anericans.

And | was prepared to |l ook at a plan that would be a
t hought ful plan that would bring himto justice and woul d have
given the order to do just that. | have no hesitancy about going
after him But | didn't feel that sense of urgency, and ny bl ood
was not nearly as boiling.

Whose bl ood was nearly as boiling prior to Septenber 11th?
And | think the context hel ps here.

It is also the case that the President had been told by the
director of Central Intelligence that it was not going to be a

silver bullet to kill bin Laden, that you had to do nmuch nore.
And in fact, | think that some of us felt that the focus -- so
much focus on what you did with bin Laden, not what you did with
t he network, what -- not what you did with the regional

ci rcunstances, nmight in fact have been m spl aced.

So | think the President is responding to a specific set of
guestions. Al that | can tell you is that what the President
wanted was a plan to elimnate al Qaeda, so he could stop
swatting at flies. He knew that we had in place the sanme crisis
managenent mechani sm-- indeed, the same personnel -- that the
Clinton adm nistration, which clearly thought it a very high
priority, had in place. And so I think that he saw the priority
as continuing the current operations and then getting a plan in
pl ace.

Now as to the nunmber of PCs, I'msorry; there's sone
difference in our records here. W show 33 Principals Conmttee
nmeetings during this period of time, not 100. We show that three
of those dealt with issues -- at least partially with issues
dealing with terrorismnot related to al Qaeda. And so we can
check the nunbers, but we have | ooked at our files, and we show
33, not 100.
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The quotes by ot hers about how t he process was noving --
again, it's inmportant to realize that we had parallel tracks
here. W were continuing to do what the Cinton adm nistration
had been doing, under all the same authorities that were
operating. George Tenet was continuing to try to disrupt al
Qaeda. The -- we were continuing the diplomatic efforts.

But we did want to take the tinme to get in place a policy
that was nore strategic towards al Qaeda, nore robust. It takes
sonme time to think about how to reorient your policy toward
Paki stan. It takes sonme tine to think about how to have a nore
effective policy toward Afghani stan.

It particularly takes sone tinme when you don't get your
peopl e on board for several nonths. So | understand that there
are those who have said they felt it wasn't noving al ong fast
enough. | talked to George Tenet about this at |east every
coupl e of weeks, and sonetines nore often. How can we nove
forward on the Predator? Wiat do you want to do about the
Northern Alliance? So | think we were putting the energy into
it.

And | should just nake one other point, M. Hamlton, if you
don't mnd, which is that we al so noved forward on sonme of the
specific ideas that Dick O arke had put forward prior to
conpleting the strategy review. W increased assistance to
Uzbeki stan, for instance, which had been one of the
recommendati ons. W noved al ong the arnmed Predator, the
devel opnent of the arned Predator. W increased counterterrorism
f undi ng.

But there were a couple of things that we did not want do.
| "' m now convinced that while nothing in this strategy woul d have
done anyt hing about 9/11, if we had in fact noved on the things
that were in the original nenos that we got from our
counterterrori smpeople, we m ght have even gone off course --
because it was very Northern Alliance-focused. That was going to
cause a huge problemw th Pakistan. It was not going to put us
in the center of action in Afghanistan, which is the south. And
so we sinply had to take sone tine to get this right. But |
t hi nk we need not confuse that with either what we did during
the threat period, where we were urgently working the
operational issues every day, or with the continuation of the
Clinton policy.

MR. HAMLTON. Well, | thank you for a careful answer.
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Anot her question. At the end of the day, of course, we were
unabl e to protect our people. And you suggest in your statenent
-- and | want you to elaborate on this, if you want to -- that
in hindsight it would have been -- better information about the
threats woul d have been the single-nost inportant thing for us
to have done, fromyour point of view, prior to 9/11 -- would
have been better intelligence, better information about the

threats. Is that right? Are there other things that you think
stand out ?

M5. RICE: Well, M. Chairman, | took an oath of office, on
the day that | took this job, to protect and defend, and |ike

most governnent officials, | take it very seriously.
And so as you might imagine, |'ve asked nyself a thousand
ti mes what nore we could have done. | know that had we thought

that there was an attack com ng in Washington or New York, we
woul d have noved heaven and earth to try and stop it. And | know

that there was no single thing that m ght have prevented that
attack.

| -- in looking back, | believe that the absence of |ight, so
to speak, on what was going on inside the country, the inability
to connect the dots, was really structural. W couldn't be
dependent on chance that sonething m ght conme together. And the
| egal inpedinents and the bureaucratic inpedinments -- but | want
to enphasi ze the | egal inpedinents -- to keep the FBI and the
ClA fromfunctioning really as one, so that there was no seam
bet ween donestic and foreign intelligence, was probably the
greatest one. The director of Central Intelligence and, | think,
Director Freeh had an excellent relationship. They were trying
hard to bridge that seam | know that Louis Freeh had devel oped
| egal attaches abroad to try to help bridge that. But when it
came right down to it, this country, for reasons of history, and
culture, and therefore, law, had an allergy to the notion of
donestic intelligence, and we were organi zed on that basis. And
it just made it very hard to have all of the pieces cone
t oget her.

We' ve nmade good changes since then. | think that having a
Honel and Security Departnent that can bring together the FAA and
the INS and Custons and all of the various agencies is a very
i nportant step.

| think that the creation of the Terrorism Threat |nformation
Center (sic), which brings together all of the intelligence from
vari ous aspects, is a very inportant step forward. Cearly, the
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PATRI OT Act, which has allowed the kind of sharing -- indeed,
demands the kind of sharing between intelligence agencies,
including the FBI and the CIA, is a very big step forward. |
think one thing that we will learn fromyou is whether the
structural work is done.

MR. HAM LTON: Fi nal question would be, one of your sentences
kind of junped out at ne in your statenent, and that was on page
ni ne where you said, "we nust address the source of the
problem"”™ |I'mvery concerned about that. | was pleased to see it
in your statement. And |I'mvery worried about the threat of
terrorism as | know you are, over a very long period of tine, a
generation or nore.

There are a |l ot of very, very fine -- 2 billion Mislins. Mst
of them we know are very fine people. Sone don't |ike us; they
hate us. They don't |ike what nodernization does to their
culture. They don't |ike the fact that econom c prosperity has
passed them by. They don't |ike sone of the policies of the
United States governnent. They don't |ike the way their own
governnents treat them

And 1'd like you to elaborate a little bit, if you would, on
how we get at the source of the problem How do we get at this
di scontent; this dislocation, if you would, across a big swath
of the Islamc world?

M5. RICE: | believe very strongly and the President believes
very strongly that this is really the generational chall enge.

The ki nds of issues that you are addressing have to be
addressed, but they're not -- we're not going to see success on
our watch. W will see sone small victories on our watch. One of
the nost difficult problens in the Mddle East is that the
United States has been associated for a long tinme, decades, wth
a policy that | ooks the other way on the freedomdeficit in the
M ddl e East; that | ooks the other way at the absence of
individual liberties in the Mddle East. And | think that that
has tended to alienate us fromthe popul ations of the Mddle
East. And when the President, at Witehall in London, said that
that was no | onger going to be the stance of the United States,
we were expecting nore fromour friends, we were going to try
and engage those in those countries who wanted to have a
different kind of Mddle East, | believe that he was resonating
with trends that are there in the Mddle East. There are
reform st trends in places |ike Bahrain and Jordan. And recently
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there was a marvel ous conference in Alexandria, in Egypt, where
reformwas actually on the agenda.

So it's going to be a slow process. W know that the buil ding
of denocracy is tough; it doesn't cone easily. W have our own
hi story. You know, when our Founding Fathers said, "W the
people,” they didn't mean ne. It's taken us a while to get to a
mul ti-ethnic denocracy that works. But if America is avowedly
val ues-centered in its foreign policy, we do better than when we
do not stand up for those val ues.

So | think that it's going to be very hard; it's going to
take tinme. One of the things that we've been very interested,
for instance, in is issues of educational reformin sone of
t hese countries. As you know, the nadrassas are a big
difficulty. I've nmet nyself personally two or three tinmes with
t he Pakistani -- a wonderful wonman who i s the Pakistan
education mnister. We can't do it for them they have to do it
for thensel ves.

But we have to stand for those values, and over the |long run
we will change -- | believe we will change the nature of the
M ddl e East, particularly if there are exanples that this can
work in the Mddle East. And this is why Iraq is so inportant.

The Iragi people are struggling to find a way to create a
mul tiethnic denocracy that works, and it's going to be hard. And

if we stay with them and when they succeed, | think we wll
have nade a big change -- they will have nmade a bi g change in
the mddle of the Arab world, and we will be on our way to

addr essi ng the source.

MR. HAM LTON: Thank you, Dr. Rice.

Thank you, M. Chairman.
MR. KEAN:. Thank you.
Comm ssi oner Ben-Veni ste.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Good norning, Dr. Rice.

. RICE: Good nor ning.

BEN- VENI STE: Nice to see you again.

> |3 |9

. RRCE: Nice to see you

22



MR. BEN-VENI STE: | want to ask you some questions about the
August 6, 2001 PDB. W had been advised in witing by the Cl A on
March 19, 2004 that the August 6 PDB was prepared and self -
generated by a Cl A enployee. Following Director Tenet's
testi nony on March 26 before us, the CIA clarified its version
of events, saying that questions by the President pronpted them
to prepare the August 6 PDB. You have said to us in our neeting
together earlier, in February, that the President directed the
ClA to prepare the August 6 PDB.

The extraordinary high terrorist attack threat level in the
sunmer of 2001 is well docunmented. And Richard O arke's
testi nony about the possibility of an attack against the United
States honel and was repeatedly di scussed from May to August
within the intelligence comunity, and that is well docunented.
You acknow edged to us in your interview of February 7, 2004
that Richard Clarke told you that al Qaeda cells were in the
United States. Did you tell the President at any tine prior to
August 6 of the existence of al Qaeda cells in the United
St at es?

M5. RICE: First, let ne just make certain --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: |f you could just answer that question --
M5. RRCE: Well, first --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: -- because | only have a very limted --
M5. RICE: | understand, Conmssioner, but it's inportant --
MR.

BEN-VENI STE: Did you tell the President? (Applause.)

M5. RICE: It's inportant that | also address -- it's also

i mportant, Conmi ssioner, that | address the other issues that
you have raised. So | will do it quickly, but if you'll just
give me a nonent.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, ny only question to you is whether you
told the President.

M5. RICE: | understand, Conm ssioner, but | will -- if you

wWill just give ne a nonent, | will address fully the questions
t hat you' ve asked.

First of all, yes, the August 6th PDB was in response to
guestions of the President.
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In that sense he asked that this be done. It was not a
particular threat report. And there was historical information
in there about various aspects of al Qaeda's operations. D ck
Clarke had told me, | think in a nenorandum-- | renenber it as
being only a line or two -- that there were al Qaeda cells in
the United States.

Now, the question is, what did we need to do about that? And
| al so understood that that was what the FBI was doing, that the
FBI was pursuing these al Qaeda cells. | believe in the August
6th menorandum it says that there were 70 full-field
i nvestigations under way of these cells. And so there was no
recommendation that we do sonething about this, but the FBlI was
pursuing it.

| really don't renmenber, Comm ssioner, whether | discussed
this with the President.

MR. BEN- VENI STE: Thank you

M5. RICE: | renenber very well that the President was aware
that there were issues inside the United States. He talked to
peopl e about this. But | don't renenber the al Qaeda cells as
bei ng sonething that we were told we needed to do sonething
about .

MR, BEN-VENI STE: Isn't it a fact, Dr. R ce, that the August

6t h PDB war ned agai nst possible attacks in this country? And I
ask you whether you recall the title of that PDB

M5. RICE: | believe the title was "Bin Laden Determ ned to
Attack Inside the United States."” Now, the PDB --

MR. BEN- VENI STE: Thank you

. RRCE: No, M. Ben-Veniste, you --

BEN-VENI STE: | will get into the --

. RCE. | would Iike to finish ny point here.

I R S

BEN- VENI STE: | didn't know that there was a point.

M5. RICE: G ven that you asked ne whether or not it warned of
attacks --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: | asked you what the title was.
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M5. RICE You said, did it not warn of attacks? It did not
warn of attacks inside the United States. It was historical
i nformati on based on old reporting. There was no new t hreat
information, and it did not, in fact, warn of any com ng attacks
inside the United St ates.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: Now, you knew by August, 2001 of al Qaeda
i nvolvenent in the first World Trade Center bonbing. Is that
correct?

You knew that in 1999, late '99, in the MIIennium threat
period, that we had thwarted an al Qaeda attenpt to bl ow up Los
Angel es International Airport and thwarted cells operating in
Br ookl yn, New York, and Boston, Massachusetts.

As of the August 6th briefing, you |learned that al Qaeda
menbers have resided or traveled to the United States for years
and mai ntained a support systemin the United States. And you
| earned that FBI information since the 1998 blind shei k warning
of hijackings to free the blind sheik indicated a pattern of
suspicious activity in the country, up until August 6th,
consistent with preparation for hijackings. Isn't that so?

M5. RICE: You have other questions that you want ne to answer
in -- as part of the sequence?

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Well, did you not -- you have indicated here
that this was sonme historical docunment. And | am asking you
whether it is not the case that you learned in the PDB neno of
August 6th that the FBI was saying that it had infornation

suggesting that preparations -- not historically, but ongoing,
along with these nunerous full-field investigations against al
Qaeda cells -- that preparations were being made consistent with

hi jackings within the United States.

M5. RICE: What the August 6th PDB said -- and perhaps |
should read it to you --

MR BEN- VENI STE: We woul d be happy to have it declassified in
full at this time -- (applause) -- including its title.

M5. RICE: | believe, M. Ben-Veniste, that you've had access
to this PDB. But let ne just --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: But we have not had it declassified so that
it can be shown publicly, as you know.
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M5. RICE: | believe you ve had access to this PDB,
excepti onal access.

But | et nme address your questi on.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Nor could we --

M5. RICE: Let ne address your --

MR BEN-VENI STE: -- prior to today reveal the title of that
PDB.

M5. RICE: May | address the question, sir? The fact is that
this August 6th PDB was in response to the President's questions
about whet her or not sonething m ght happen or sonething m ght
be planned by al Qaeda inside the United States. He asked
because all of the threat reporting, or the threat reporting
t hat was actionable, was about the threats abroad, not about the
United States.

This particular PDB had a | ong section on what bin Laden had

wanted to do -- specul ative, nuch of it -- in '"97, '98, that he
had in fact liked the results of the 1993 bonbing. It had a
number of discussions of -- it had a discussion of whether or

not they m ght use hijacking to try and free a prisoner who was
being held in the United States, Rassam It reported that the
FBI had full field investigations underway. And we checked on

t he i ssue of whether or not there was sonmething going on with
surveillance of buildings, and we were told, |I believe, that the
i ssue was the courthouse in which this m ght take pl ace.

Comm ssioner, this was not a warning. This was a historic
meno -- historical nmeno prepared by the agency because the
Presi dent was asking questions about what we knew about the
i nsi de.

Now, we had al ready taken --
MR BEN-VENI STE: Well, if you are willing -- if you were

willing to declassify that docunment, then others can make up
their m nds about it.

Let me ask you a general nmatter. Beyond the fact that this
menor andum provi ded i nformation -- not specul ative, but based on
intelligence information -- that bin Laden had threatened to
attack the United States and specifically Washington, D.C.,
there was nothing reassuring, was there, in that PDB?
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M5. RICE: Certainly not. There was nothing reassuring. But |
can also tell you that there was nothing in this neno that
suggested that an attack was com ng on New York or WAshi ngton
D.C. There was nothing in this nmeno as to tine, place, how or

where. This was not a threat report to the President or a threat
report tone. It's a matter --

MR. BEN-VENI STE: W agree that there were no specifics. Let
me nove on, if | may.

M5. RICE Well, there were no specifics.

And in fact, the country had already taken steps through the
FAA to warn of potential hijackings. The country had al ready
taken steps through the FBI to task their 56 field offices to
increase their activity. The country had taken the steps that it
could, given that there was no threat reporting about what m ght
happen inside the United States.

VR. BEN-VENI STE: W have explored that, and we w || continue

to, with respect to the nuscularity and the specifics of those
efforts.

The President was in Crawford, Texas, at the tine he received
the PDB. You were not with him correct?

M5. RICE: That's correct.

MR BEN- VENI STE: Now, was the President, in words or
substance, alarnmed in any way or notivated to take any acti on,
such as nmeeting with the director of the FBI, nmeeting with the

attorney general, as a result of receiving the informtion
contai ned in the PDB?

M5. RICE: | want to repeat that when this docunent was
presented, it was presented as, yes, there were some frightening
things -- and by the way, | was not at Crawford, but the
President and | were in contact, and | m ght have even been,
though I can't renenber, with himby video |ink during that
tinme.

The President was told this is historical information -- |I'm
told he was told this is historical information. And there was
not hi ng actionable in this. The President knew that the FBlI was
pursuing this issue. The President knew that the director of
Central Intelligence was pursuing this issue. And there was no
new threat information in this docunent to pursue.
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MR. BEN-VENI STE: Do you -- a final question, because ny tine
has al nost expired.

Do you believe that had the President taken action to issue a
directive to the director of CIAto ensure that the FBI had
pul sed the agency to nake sure that any information, which we
know had been col |l ected, we know now had been coll ected, was
transmitted to the director; that the President m ght have been
able to receive information fromCl A with respect to the fact
that two al Qaeda operatives who took part in the 9/11
catastrophe were in the United States — al Hazm and M hdhar;
and that Mussaoui, who was not even nade -- who Dick C arke was
never even nade aware of, who had been -- who had ji hadi st
connections, who the FBI had arrested and who had been in a
flight school in Mnnesota trying to learn the avionics of a
commercial jetliner despite the fact that he had no training
previ ously, had no explanation for the funds in his bank account
and no explanation for why he was in the United States, would
t hat have possibly, in your view, in hindsight, mde a
difference in the ability to collect this information, shake the
trees, as Richard O arke had said, and possibly -- possibly --
interrupt the plotters?

M5. RICE: My view, Conm ssioner Ben-Veniste, as | said to
Chairman Kean, is that, first of all, the director of Central
Intelligence and the director of the FBI, given the |evel of
threat, were doing what they thought they could do to deal with
the threat that we faced. There was no threat reporting of any
substance about an attack comng in the United States. And the
director of the FBI and the director of the CIA had they
received information, | amquite certain, given that the
director of the CIA net frequently face to face with the
President of the United States, that he would have nmade that
available to the President or to ne.

| do not believe that it is a good analysis to go back and
assunme that somehow maybe we woul d have gotten | ucky by, quote,
"shaking the trees." Dick Cl arke was shaking the trees, director
of Central Intelligence was shaking the trees, director of the
FBI was shaking the trees. We had a structural problemin the
United States --

MR BEN-VENI STE: Did the President neet with the director of
the FBI?

MR. KEAN (I naudi ble) --

28



M5. RICE: W had a structural problemin the United States.
And that structural problemwas that we did not share donestic
and foreign intelligence in a way to make a product for
pol i cymakers, for good reasons -- for |egal reasons, for
cultural reasons -- a product that people could depend upon.

MR. BEN-VENI STE: Did the President neet with the director of
t he FBI between August 6th and Septenber 11th?

MR. KEAN. Comm ssioner, we've got to nove on.
Commi ssi oner Fi el di ng.

M5. RICE: | will have to get back to you on that. |I'm not
certain.

MR KEAN: Commi ssioner Fiel di ng.

BEN- VENI STE: Thank you

FI ELDI NG. Thank you, M. Chairman.

Ri ce, good norning.

. RICE: Good norni ng.

I R I £

FI ELDI NG Thank you for being here and thank you for al
your service, presently and in the past, to your country.

M5. RICE: Thank you

MR. FIELDI NG As you know, our task is to assenble facts in
order to informourselves, and then ultimately to informthe
American public, of the causes of this horrible event and al so
to nake reconmendations to mitigate agai nst the possibility that
there will ever be another terrorist triunph on our honel and or
agai nst our people. And as we do this with the aid of testinony
of people |like yourself, of course there will be sone
di screpancies as there always will, and we will have to try as
best we can to resol ve those discrepancies, and obviously that's
an inportant thing for us to do.

But as inmportant as that ultimately mght be, it also is our
responsibility to really cone up with ways and valid ways to
prevent another intelligence failure |ike we suffered, and I
don't think anybody will kid ourselves that we didn't suffer
one. So we nust try to |look at the systens and the policies that
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were in place and to evaluate themand to see -- getting a view
of the landscape, and | knowit's difficult to do it through a
pre-9/11 lens, but we nmust try to do that so that we can do
better the next time. And I'd like to follow up with a couple
areas of that sort of specificity, and one is the one that you
were just discussing with Conmm ssioner Ben-Veni ste.

We've all heard over the years the problem between the Cl A,
the FBlI, coordination, et cetera. And you made reference to an
i ntroduction you' d done to a book, but you also in Cctober of
2000, while you were part of the canpaign teamfor candidate
Bush, you told a radio station -- WIR, which is in Detroit --
you were tal king about the threat and how to deal with al Qaeda.
And if | may quote, you said -- you were discussing Osama bin
Laden. "The first is you really have to get intelligence
agenci es better organized to deal with the terrorist threat to
the United States itself. One of the problens that we have is
kind of a split responsibility, of course, between the C A and
foreign intelligence and the FBI and donestic intelligence.
There needs to be better cooperation because we don't want to
wake up one day and find that Osama bin Laden has been
successful on our territory." End of your quote.

Well, in fact, sadly, we did wake up, and that did happen.
And obviously there is a system c problem

And what 1'd really like you to address right now is what
steps were taken by you and the Admi nistration, to your
know edge, in the first several nonths of the Adm nistration to
assess and address this problenf

M5. RICE: Well, thank you.

We do have -- did have a structural problemand structura
probl ens take sonme tine to address. W did have a nationa
security policy directive asking the Cl A through the Foreign
Intelligence Board, headed by Brent Scowcroft, to reviewits
intelligence activities, the way that it gathered intelligence;
and that was a study that was to be conpl et ed.

The Vice President was a little later, in -- | think in My,
tasked by the President to put together a group to | ook at all
t he reconmendati ons that had been made about donestic
preparedness and all of the questions associated with that, to
take the Gl nore report and the Hart- Rudnan Report, and so
forth, and to try to nmake recomendati ons about what m ght have
been done.
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W were in office 233 days. And the kinds of structural
changes that have been needed by this country for sone tinme did
not get nmade in that period of tine. I"'mtold that after the
M Il enni um pl ot was di scovered that there was an after-action
report done and that sone steps were taken. To ny recoll ection,
that was not briefed to us during the transition period or
during the threat spike.

But clearly what needed to be done was that we needed systens
in place that would bring all of this together. It is not enough
to leave this to chance. If you |look at this period, | think you
see that everybody -- the director of the CIA the -- Louis
Freeh had left, but the key counterterrori smperson was a part
of Dick Clarke's group and was neeting with himand |I'm sure
shaking the trees and doing all of the things that you woul d
want people to do. W were being given reports all the tine that
they were doing everything they could, but there was a systemc
problemin getting that kind of shared intelligence.

One of the first things that Bob Mieller did post-9/11 was to
recogni ze that the issue of prevention neant that you had to
break down some of the walls between crimnal and
counterterrorism between crimnal and intelligence.

The way that we went about this was to have individual cases
where you were trying to build a crimnal case, individua
offices with responsibility for those cases. Mich was not com ng
to the FBI in a way that it could then engage the policynakers.

So these were big structural reforms. VW did sone things to
try and get the CIA reformng. W did sone things to try and get
a better sense of howto put all of this together. But
structural reformis hard, and in seven nonths we didn't have
time to nake the changes that were necessary. W made them
al nost immedi ately after Septenber 11.

MR. FI ELDING Wuld you consider the problem as solved today?

M5. RICE: | would not consider the problemas solved. |
bel i eve that we have made sone very inportant structural
changes. The creation of a Departnment of Honel and Security is an
absolutely critical issue because the Departnent of Honel and
Security brings together INS and the Custons Departnent and the
border people and all the people who were scattered, Custons and
Treasury and INS and Justice and so forth, brings themtogether
in a way that a single secretary is |ooking after the honel and
every day. He's | ooking at what infrastructure needs to be
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protected. He's | ooking at what state and | ocal governnents need
to do their work. That is an extrenely i nportant innovation.
hope that he will have the freedomto manage that organization
inawy that will make it fully effective, because there are a
| ot of issues for Congress in how that's managed.

We have created a Threat TerrorismInformation Center, the
TTI C, which does bring together all of the sources of
information fromall of the intelligence agencies -- the FBlI and
t he Departnent of Honel and Security and the INS and the Cl A and
the DIA -- so that there's one place where all of this is comng
toget her. And of course the PATRIOT Act, which permts the kind
of sharing that we need between the CIA and the FBI, is also an
i nportant innovation.

But | would be the first to tell you, |I'ma student of
institutional change, | know that you get few chances to nake
really transformative institutional change, and | think that
when we heard fromthis comm ssion and fromothers who are

wor ki ng on ot her pieces of the problem-- like, for instance,
the issues of intelligence and weapons of mass destruction --
that this president will be open to newideas. | really don't

believe that all of our work is done, despite the trenendous
progress that we've nmade thus far.

MR. FIELDING | prom se you that we're going to respond to
that, because that is really a problemthat's bothering us, is
that it doesn't appear to us, even wth the changes up till now,
that it's solved the institutional versus institutional issues,
which -- and maybe it has. But, you know, it's of grave concern
to us.

| would also ask -- | don't want to take the tine today, but
| would ask that you provide our commission, if you would, with
your analysis on the M-5 issue. As you know, it's sonething
we're going to have to deal with, and we're taking al
i nformati on aboard that we may. So we'd appreciate that if you
coul d supply that to us.

M5. RICE: | appreciate that. | want to be very clear; | think
that we've nmade very inportant changes. | think that they are
hel pi ng us trenendously. Every day nowin the Oval Ofice, in
the norning, the FBI director and the CIA director sit with the
President sharing information in ways that they woul d have been
prohibited to share that information before. So very inportant
changes have taken place. W need to see themmature. W need to
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know how it's working. But we al so have to be open to see what
nore needs to be done.

MR. FIELDING Well, it may be solved at the top. W' ve got to
make sure it's solved at the bottom

M5. RICE: | agree conpletely.

MR. FIELDING And kind of related to that, we've heard
testinony, a great deal of it, about the coordination that took
pl ace during the MIlenniumthreat in 1999, where there were a
series of Principals Meetings and a ot of activity, as we're
tol d, which stopped and prevented incidents. It was a success,
it was an intelligence success. And there had to be donestic
coordination with foreign intelligence and everything, but it
seened to work. The tinme ended, the threat ended, and apparently
the guard was let down a little too, as the threat di m nished.

Now, we've al so heard testinony about what we would call the
summer threat, the spike threat, whatever it is, of 2001. A lot
of chatter. You shared sonme of it with us directly. A lot of
traffic during -- and a lot of threats. And during that period -
- actually you put it in context, | guess it was the first draft
of the NSPD was circul ated to deputies. But right then when that
was happening, the threats were conming in. And it's been
described as a crescendo, and hair on fire, and all these
di fferent things.

At that tinme, the CSG handled the alert, if you will. And
we' ve heard testinony about C arke warni ng you and the NSC t hat
State and Cl A and the Pentagon had concerns and were convi nced
there was going to be a major terrorist attack.

On July 5th, | believe it was, donestic agencies including
the FBI and the FAA were briefed by the Wiite House. Alerts were
i ssued. The next day, the CIAtold the CSG participants -- and
think they said they believed that the upcom ng attack woul d be
a spectacular -- sonmething quantitatively different from
anything that had been done to date. So everybody was worried
about it. Everybody was concentrating on it. And then |ater the
crescendo ended and again it abated. But of course, that tine
the end of the story wasn't pleasant.

Now during this period of time, what -- 1'd |like you to just
respond to several points -- what involvenent did you have in
this alert, and how did it cone about that the CSG was handi ng
this thing as opposed to the principal s? Because candidly it has
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been suggested that the difference between the 1999 handli ng and
this one was that you didn't have the principals dealing with
it, therefore it wasn't given the priority, therefore people
weren't forced to do what they woul d ot herwi se have done, et
cetera. You've heard the sanme things |'ve heard. But -- and
woul d it have made a real difference in enhancing the exchange
of intelligence, for instance, if it had been the principals? I
woul d I'i ke your conments both on your involvenent and your
comments on that question. Thank you.

M5. RICE: O course, of course. Let nme start by tal king about

what we were doing and the structure we used. |'ve mentioned
this. The CSG was -- the Counterterrorism G oup was the nerve
center, if you will, and that's been true through all crises. |

think it was, in fact, a nerve center as well during the

M Il ennium that they were the counterterrori smexperts, they
were able to get together, they got together frequently, they
came up with taskings that needed to be done. | would say that
if you ook at the list of taskings that they cane up with, it
reflected the fact that the threat information was from abroad.
It was agencies |like the Departnent of State needed to make
clear to Anericans traveling abroad that there was a danger

t hat enbassi es needed to be on alert, that our force protection
needed to be strong for our mlitary forces, the Central
Intelligence Agency was asked to do sone things. It was very
foreign policy or foreign threat-based as well, and of course
the warning to the FBI to go out and task their field agents.

The CSG was made up of not junior people, but the top |evel
of counterterrorismexperts. Now, they were in contact with
their principals. Dick Carke was in contact with ne quite
frequently during this period of tinme. Wen the CSG woul d neet,
he woul d conme back usually through e-nails, sonetines
personal ly, and say here's what we've done. | would talk every
day several tines a day wth George Tenet about what the threats
m ght ook like. In fact, George Tenet was neeting with the
President during this period of tine, so the President was
hearing directly about what was being done about the threats to
-- the only really specific threats we had, to Genoa, to the
Persian Gulf, there was one to Israel.

So the President was hearing what was bei ng done. The CSG was
the nerve center.

But | just don't believe that bringing the principals over to
the White House every day and having their counterterrorism
peopl e have to cone with them and be pulled away from what they



were doing to disrupt was a good way to go about this. It wasn't
an efficient way to go about it.

| talked to Powell, | talked to Runsfeld about what was
happening with the threats and with the alerts. | talked to
CGeorge. | asked that the attorney general be briefed, because
even though there were no donestic threats, | didn't want himto
be wi thout that briefing.

It's also the case that | think if you actually | ook back at
the MIlennium period, it's questionable to nme whether the
argunent that has been made, that sonehow shaking the trees is
what broke up the M Il enniumperiod (sic), is actually accurate.

And | was not there, clearly, but I will tell you this. The -
- | will say this: that the MIlennium of course, was a period
of high threat by its very nature. W all knew that the
M Il enniumwas a period of high threat. And after Septenber
11th, Dick Clarke sent us the after-action report that had been
done after the MIlennium plot. And their assessnment was that
Ressam had been caught by chance. Well -- Ressam being the
person who was entering the United States over the Canadi an
border --

MR. FI ELDI NG Ri ght.

M5. RICE: -- with bonb-nmaking materials in store.

| think it actually wasn't by chance, which was Washi ngton's
view of it. It was because a very alert Custons agent naned
Di ana Dean and her col |l eagues sniffed sonethi ng about Ressam
They saw that sonething was wong. They tried to apprehend him
He tried to run. They then apprehended him found that there was
bonb- maki ng material and a map of Los Angel es.

Now at that point, you have pretty clear indication that
you've got a probleminside the United States. | don't think it
was shaking the trees that produced the breakthrough in the
MIlenniumplot. It was that you got a -- Dick Carke woul d say
a lucky break. | would say you got an alert Custons agent who
got it right.

And the interesting thing is that |I've checked with Custons,
and according to their records, they weren't actually on alert
at that point. So | just don't buy the argunent that we weren't
shaki ng the trees enough and that something was going to fall
out that gave us sonehow that |little piece of information that
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woul d have led to connecting all of those dots. In any case, you
cannot be dependent on the chance that sonething m ght cone
together. That's why the structural reforns are inportant.

And the President of the United States had us at battle
stations during this period of tinme. He expected his secretary
of State to be | ocking down enbassies. He expected his secretary
of Defense to be providing force protection. He expected his FB
director to be tasking his agents and getting people out there.
He expected his director of Central Intelligence to be out and
doi ng what needed to be done in ternms of disruption. And he
expected his national security advisor to be |ooking to see that
-- or talking to people to see that that was done.

But | think we've created a kind of false inpression, or a
not quite correct inpression of how one does this in a threat
period. | mght just add that during the China period, the 11
days of the China crisis, | also didn't have a Principals
Meet i ng.

MR. FI ELDI NG Thank you, Dr. Rice.

Thank you, M. Chairman

MR KEAN: Thank you, Conmm ssioner Fielding.

Comm ssi oner Gorelick

M5. GORELICK: Dr. Rice, thank you for being here today. I'd
like to pick up where Fred Fielding and you left off, which is
this issue of the extent to which raising the level to the
Cabi net | evel and bringing people together makes a difference.

And | et nme just give you sone facts as | see themand | et you
comrent on them

First of all, while it nay be that Dick O arke was inform ng
you, many of the other people at the CSG | evel and the people
who were brought to the table fromthe donestic agencies were
not telling their principals. Secretary Mneta, the secretary of
Transportation, had no idea of the threat. The adm ni strator of
the FAA responsible for security on our airlines had no idea.
Yes, the attorney general was briefed, but there is no evidence
of any activity by himabout this.

You indicate in your statenent that the FBI tasked its field

offices to find out what was going on out there. W have no
record of that. The Washington field office internationa
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terrori smpeople say they never heard about the threat, they
never heard about the warnings, they were not asked to cone to
the table and shake those trees. SACs, Special Agents in Charge
around the country, Mam in particular, no know edge of this.

And so | really conme back to you -- and let ne add one ot her
t hi ng. Have you actually | ooked at the inlets, the nessages that
the FBI put out?

M5. RICE: Yes.

M5. GORELICK: To nme -- and you're free to comment on them --
they are feckless. They don't tell anybody anything. They don't
bring anyone to battle stations. And | personally believe,
havi ng heard Col een Row ey's testinony about her frustrations in
t he Mbussaoui incident, that if soneone had really gone out to
t he agents who were working these issues on the ground and said,
"We are at battle stations. W need to know what's happeni ng out
there. Cone to us." she would have broken through barriers to
have that happen because she was knocking on doors and they
weren't opening. (Applause.)

So | just -- | ask you this question as a student of
governnment nyself, because | don't believe it's functionally
equi val ent to have people three, four, five levels down in an
agency working an issue, even if they're the specialists; and
you get a greater degree of intensity when it cones fromthe
top. And | would Iike to give you the opportunity to comment on
t his because it bothers ne.

M5. RICEE O course. First of all, it was comng fromthe
top, because the President was neeting with his director of
Central Intelligence. And one of the changes that this president
made was to neet face-to-face with his director of Centra

Intelligence al nost every day. | can assure you, know ng
governnent, that that was well understood at the Central
Intelligence Agency, that now their director and -- the DC had

direct access to the President.

Yes, the President net with the director of the FBI. 1"l
have to see when and how many tinmes, but of course he did, and
with the attorney general and with others. But in a threat

period -- and | don't think it's a proper characterization of
the CSGto say that it was four or five |levels down.

MS. GORELI CK: Many of them were.
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M5. RICE: These were people who had been together in nunerous
crises before, and it was their responsibility to devel op plans
for how to respond to a threat.

Now | woul d be speculating -- but if you would like, I wll
go ahead and specul ate -- to say that one of the problens here
was there really was nothing that | ooked Iike it was going to
happen inside the United States. The threat reporting was -- the
specific threat reporting was about external threats: about the
Persian Gul f, about Israel, about perhaps the Genoa events. It
is just not the case that the August 6th menorandum di d anyt hi ng
but put together what the Cl A decided that they wanted to put
t oget her about historical know edge about what was goi ng on, and
a few things about what the FBI m ght be doing. And so the |ight
was shining abroad. And if you | ook at what was doing, we were -
- | was in constant contact to nake sure that those things were
getting done with the relevant agencies, with State, with
Def ense and so forth.

Now | just -- we just have a different view of this.

MS. GORELICK: Yes, | understand that. But | think it's one
thing to talk to George Tenet, but he can't tell donestic
agencies what to do. Let ne finish. And it is clear that you
were worried about the donestic problem because after all, your
testinmony is you asked Dick Clarke to sumon the donestic
agenci es.

Now, you say that -- and | think quite rightly -- that the
bi g problemwas systenic; that the FBI could not function as it
should, and it didn't have the right nmethods of conmunicating
with the CIA and vice versa. At the outset of the
Adm ni stration, a comm ssion that was chartered by Bill dinton
and New G ngrich -- two very different people covering pretty
much the political spectrum-- put together a terrific panel to
study the issue of terrorismand report to the new
Adm ni stration as it began.

And you took that briefing, | know. That conm ssion said we
are going to get hit in the domestic United States and we are
going to get hit big; that's number one. And nunber two, we have
big system c problens. The FBI doesn't work the way it should
and it doesn't communicate with the intelligence communities.

Now, you have said to us that your policy review was neant to
be conprehensive. You took your tine because you wanted to get
at the hard issues and have a hard-hitting conprehensive policy.
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And yet there is nothing in it about the vast donestic |andscape
that we were all warned needed so nuch attention. Can you give
me the answer to the question why?

M5. RICE: | would ask the following. W were there for 233
days. There had been recognition for a nunber of years before --
after the '93 bonbing and certainly after the MIIlennium-- that
there were challenges, if | could say it that way, inside the
United States, and that there were chall enges concerning our

donesti c agencies and the chall enges concerning the FBI and the
Cl A

W were in office 233 days. It's absolutely the case that we
did not begin structural reformof the FBI. Now, the Vice
Presi dent was asked by the President, and that was tasked in
May, to pull all of this together and to see if he could put
together, fromall of the recommendations, a program for
protection of the honel and agai nst WWD, what el se needed to be
done. And in fact, he had hired Admral Steve Abbott to do that
work and it was on that basis that we were able to put together
t he Honel and Security Council, which Tom Ri dge cane to head
very, very quickly.

But | think the question is why, over all of these years, did
we not address the structural problens that were there, with the
FBI, with the CIA the honel and departnments being scattered
anong many different departnments? And why, given all of the
opportunities that we'd had to do it, had we not done it? And |
think that the unfortunate -- and | really do think it's
extrenely tragic -- fact is that sonetines, until there is a
catastrophic event that forces people to think differently, that
forces people to overcone old custons and old culture and old
fears about donestic intelligence and the relationship, that you
don't get that kind of change.

And | want to say just one nore thing, if you don't m nd,
about the issue of high-level attention. The reason that | asked
Andy Card to cone with nme to that neeting with Dick C arke was
that | wanted himto know -- wanted Dick C arke to know -- that
he had the weight not just of the national security advisor, but
the weight of the chief of staff if he needed it. | didn't
manage the donestic agencies; no national security advisor does.
And not once during this period of tinme did ny very experienced
crisis manager say to me, you know, | don't think this is
getting done in the agencies; I'd really like you to call them
t oget her or nake a phone call
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In fact, after the fact, on Septenmber 15th, what D ck C arke

sent to nme -- and he was ny crisis manager -- what he sent ne
was a menorandum or an e-nmail that said, after national unity
begins to break down again -- |'m paraphrasing -- people wll

ask, did we do all that we needed to do to armthe donestic
agencies, to warn the donestic agencies and to respond to the
possibility of domestic threat? That, | think, was his view at
the tine. And | have to tell you, | think given the

ci rcunstances and given the context and given the structures
that we had, we did.

M5. GORELICK: Well, | have lots of other questions on this
issue, but | amtrying to get out ny -- what will probably be ny
third and | ast question to you. So if we could nove through this
reasonabl y quickly.

| was struck by your characterization of the NSPD, the policy
that you arrived at at the end of the Admi nistration, as having

the goal of the elimnation of al Qaeda because as | look at it
-- and | thank you for declassifying this this norning, although
| would have |iked -- (chuckles) -- to have known it a little
earlier, but I think people will find this interesting reading -

- it doesn't call for the elimnation of al Qaeda. And it nay be
a semantic difference, but | don't think so. It calls for the
elimnation of the al Qaeda threat. And that's a very big

di fference because, to ne, the elimnation of al Qaeda neans
you're going to go into Afghanistan and you're going to get

them And as | read it, and as |'ve heard your public statenents
recently, there was not, | take it, a decision taken in this
docunment to put U. S. troops on the ground in Afghanistan to get
al Qaeda. Is that correct?

M5. RICE: That is correct.

M5. GORELI CK: Now, you have pointed out that, in this
docunment, th